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_ NOTICE OF RIGHT OF APPEAL TO COURT _
YOU MAY FILE AN APPEAL FROM THIS DECISION IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE LAWS OF MARYLAND. THE APPEAL MAYBE
TAKEN IN PERSON OR THROUGH AN ATTORNEY IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF BALTIMORE CITY, OR THE CIRCUIT COURT OF
THE COUNW IN MARYLAND IN WHICH YOU RESIDE.

January 28, 1988
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The claimant made some efforts to keep her appointment with
the prospective employer, but was hindered due to car
problems - However, she failed to take reasonabfe steps to
follow-up and contact the employer l-ater.

The Board concfudes that the claimant faifed to show good
cause for applying for the job, within the meaning of Section
6(d) , but that a reduced penafty is appropriate.

DEClSION

The claimant faifed to apply for suitabfe work within the
meaning of Section 5 (d) of the Maryfand Unemployment. Insurance
Law. she is disqualified from recelving benefits for the week
beginning August 2, L9a7 and the nine weeks immediately
following.

The decision of the Hearing Examiner modif i-ed-,
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- NOTICE OF RIGHT TO PETITION FOR REVIEW -
ANY INTERESTED PARTY TO THIS DECISION MAY REQUEST A REVIEW AND SUCH PETITION FOR REVIEW MAY BE FILED IN

ANY EMPLOYMENT SECURITY OFFICE. OR WITH THE APPEALS DIVISION. ROOM 515,"I100 NORTH EUTAW STREET.

BALTIMORE. MARYLAND 21201. EITHER IN PERSON OR BY MAIL

THE PERIOD FOR FILING A PETITION FOR REVIEW EXPIRES AT MIDNIGHT ON October 26, 1981
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Lilliam Rose, James White, Local Office

F]NDINGS OF FACT

On or about August 3, 1-987 the employer, National Maid
Service, was recruiting at the Eastpoint Unemployment Office.
The Cl-aimant, through Job Servj-ces, received an appointment
for L2:30 p.m. August 3, L987. She was given a reference
card, DED Form 508, with date and time.

DET/BOA 371-8 (Revised 5/84)

lssue:


